4 explicitly "authorize the use of force against Libya". The text of the resolution pointed out that the no-fly zone was set in order to protect the civilians. The so-called wording to authorize the related member states to "take all necessary measures" cannot be interpreted as "authorizing the use of force" (Li, B., 2011) . In addition, the U.S. and the West also paid attention to gain the legality recognized by the countries in the region, fighting for the support of the Arab League for Western military intervention. Qatar as an Arab brother actually sent aircraft to participate in the combat against Libya, and allowed the Libyan opposition radio station o broadcast from its territory.
The duration of the so-called "humanitarian" intervention against Libya coincided closely with the time when Bahrain suppressed people's protests. From the "dual attitude" of the U.S. and the Western powers towards large-scale political unrest of the same nature in Libya and Bahrain, it is not difficult to conclude that the U.S. based on its Vol. 7, No. 2, 2013 6 own interests, implemented the so-called "humanitarian intervention".
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So serious doubts about the impartiality of such interference have been raised internationally, for the interference acts clearly serve the geopolitical objectives of the U.S. and the Western powers.
(B) The U.S. volunteered to waive the ''leadership'' to command behind the scene After "the multinational mass political unrest" happened in the MENA in 2011, the US-led Western countries have pushed and directed the intervention. Due to the relative decline of America's power, it participated in the interventions, but did not take the lead.
Instead France played the leadership role and assumed the role of "leadership" on behalf of Europe, in order to achieve great matters with the least soldiers and less spending, to steer away from risks in order to avoid an outcome like the one in the Afghanistan quagmire.
Regarding military operations in the Libyan civil war, Obama has repeatedly said that the U.S. should play a "key auxiliary role". From the outset, he clearly determined on "never taking the lead" and "limited intervention" strategy. He also said that the US would not send ground forces, and emphasized the shared responsibility of the allies in joint military intervention. The US provided intelligence and weapons support, while France and Britain fought tooth and nail.
As we all know, at first it was the US government that made the decision to use force against Libya, but it tried to play down its role in the conflict. In the beginning, a series of war-related issues were pending, because the war decision was hastily made by the Libyan opposition in the face of being wiped out by Qaddafi troops (Russian Independent, 2011: March 8) . The depth of US intervention against Libya is thus evident. In the military intervention against Libya, the US has changed the mode of intervention in the past and stopped
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being alone in decision-making, acting, footing the bill, and enjoying the exclusive intervention "bonus". In fact, the US was not really out of the leadership, but handed over the initiative to France, Britain and other European countries, calling it a "limited intervention". When
France, Britain and other European countries took actions, they all got the acquiescence and support of the US. Indeed they cooperated with each other well, and the US was actually playing a role behind the scene.
In dealing with Libya, the Obama administration highlighted the effectiveness of "multilateral cooperation", allowing allies and partners to play a greater role, while turning NATO into a tool to implement neo-interventionism. This should be considered a significant achievement of Obama's foreign policy. In this mode of intervention, the US paid the least cost of intervention, only spending $1 billion, while in the war of Iraq and the war in Afghanistan, the total cost of the US was up to $1.3 trillion.
In Syria, the US claims to adopt a "never-take-the-lead" strategy, highlighting the need for multilateral cooperation, that is to make
France and Britain the leader, the main force and the vanguard. The practice of the US is mainly reflected in "using pressure to achieve (Pu, P., 2000: 39) .
The Gulf War is a recognized successful international intervention.
It was undertaken within the framework of the Security Council.
Troops were sent by dozens of countries to take military action against 
II. Different Outcomes of Interventions
Non-interference in the internal affairs is the principle of basic internationally recognized norms of international law today. The principle of non-interference has become the code of conduct of international relations. However, in the upheavals of the Arab countries, "the defects of the foundation upon which international intervention exists -the system of collective security, have made international interventions easily manipulated by big countries and became an excuse for the big countries to interfere in the internal affairs of other countries." (Pu, P., 2000: 39) . The degree of intervention ① Two sets each from the Netherlands, the United States and Germany. Power intervention refers to coercive forms of intervention. The intervention of the West in Libya is a power intervention, a coercive behavior that big countries bully a small country. Since 9/11 event,
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international interventions have had an increasingly evident feature of institutionalizing "humanitarian intervention". Well-intentioned interventions and ill-intentioned interventions started to mix and intertwine. Even if it was an ill-intentioned intervention, in general, it would still be claimed to be a well-intentioned intervention and carried out under such name. Or, some of the opposition forces would be mustered, the goals of which "coincides" with hegemonic intentions, so that the hegemony can intervene in the situation under the banner of "human rights", which to a large extent, has increased the difficulty of developing countries to fight against ill-intentioned interventions.
The power interventions of the US and other Western countries against Libya can also be shown in economics. "Libya's overseas huge assets would be frozen to purchase military supplies for the opposition, which easily put financial power into a political force." (Xiu, J., 2012: January 14) . The abuse of international interventions by the Western countries is essentially a disguised manifestation of hegemony.
What the Libyan war wrote in the history of international relations today is much more than "a dictator overthrown by the joint Syrian-led political process, commit to stop the fighting and achieve urgently an effective United Nations supervised cessation of armed violence, ensure timely provision of humanitarian assistance to all areas affected by the fighting, and to this end, as immediate steps, to accept and implement a daily two hour humanitarian pause, intensify the pace and scale of release of arbitrarily detained persons, ensure freedom of movement throughout the country for journalists and respect the right to demonstrate peacefully as legally guaranteed. The use of force against Syria also faced the challenges of timing and legitimacy. For the US, an election year was just around the corner.
Wearing the aura of the Nobel Peace Prize, President Obama was seeking re-election and could not manage other things, while the US was also involved in three exhausting wars. The US and Europe are facing a severe economic crisis, as well as the constraints of the internal crisis of serious social unrest. The US will also need to transfer its strategic focus to the Asia-Pacific. All this has made it lack obvious enthusiasm about the use of force against Syria. Britain, France and other countries do not want to send peacekeeping troops to Syria in order to copy the "Libya model" there. They want to push the Syrian opposition to the front, but the Syrian opposition force is extremely limited. The Syrian crisis has then come to a deadlock.
III. Interventions of the West and the Future Political Trend
A lot of countries have been affected by the turmoil in the MENA under the intervention of the West. This is the intervention with the greatest range and depth since the 1990s. Facing strong Western intervention, the MENA to defend national sovereignty was exposed to an unprecedented challenge and the lingering Western colonialism.
The following judgment can be made about the future situation in the Middle East.
(A) External forces will continue to interfere with the unstable
Arab countries
International intervention is a common phenomenon in international relations. In the era of economic globalization, reasonable international interventions by the UN and other international organizations are a necessary measure for the international community to coordinate the contradictions and show justice (Pu, P., 2000) . The great power intervention in regional affairs, to some extent, is needed. However, the premise is to promote progress to help defuse the crisis, not to interfere in other countries' sovereignty and internal affairs. To aim at regime change in other countries would be a bigger mistake. When dealing with the Syrian issue in the future, the above-mentioned forces will still play their respective roles. They will continue to use the pretense of "humanitarian" assistance to intervene in the Syrian security and sovereignty. The US intervention in Libya and Syria showed that the current international order, which is based on the Charter of the UN and takes the sovereign equality as its core, was subverted by the "humanitarian intervention" international mechanism. military means, and the main purpose is to promote national strategic interests or security interests, while it does not put special emphasis on humanitarian grounds or political goals. The core connotation of humanitarian intervention is "human rights above sovereignty", and theoretical basis is the "supremacy of human rights" and "limited sovereignty" which believes that sovereignty is no longer owned by the state or regime, but by the people. Also it advocates a "new humanitarian order" and thinks that the protection of racial, religious and ethnic minorities from conflict hazards and hostile rejection of the government is the responsibility the international community cannot shirk (Zhu, F., 2005) .
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The Western theory of "human rights" in neo-interventionism is bound to exacerbate the separatist tendencies within a number of developing countries. In accordance with the theory of the West "human rights are above sovereignty, democracy has no boundaries, any government cannot cover up its atrocities with sovereignty, and the international community has the right to humanitarian intervention on human rights violations in a country." In today's world there is the problem of separatism to different degrees within many countries. According to the theory of "human rights" of the U.S., when these ethnic separatists organize separatist activities and are suppressed by the government, it will be possible for the US-led NATO to use the pretext of "safeguarding human rights" and violate 
